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I 


1. SINCE the publication in these Papers of Nicolas Cabasilas’ Discourse 
Concerning Illegal Acts of Officials Daringly Committed Against Things Sacred, 
a new manuscript of this work has come to my attention.” It is contained in 
Parnisinus Gr. 1276, a miscellany, on fols. 65'-87" and g6-gg’. There the text 
of the Discourse appears anonymously under a different title: Tlpds tots év tats 
é€ouciois, To the Powers That Be. In Omont’s Inventaire this treatise is attributed 
to the Patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos. The difference in title and in attribution 
will explain why I was not aware of Parisinus Gr. 1276 when preparing my 
edition of Cabasilas’ Discourse. 

Having examined this new witness, I do not propose to introduce any drastic 
changes in the text of my edition. But the Parisinus Gr. 1276 is of great im- 
portance for the history of Cabasilas’ text. I believe that in this manuscript 
we have a blending of two early versions of the Discourse, with changes, 
erasures, and additions by the author’s own hand. I should also like to suggest 
that the Parisinus contains a hitherto unknown fragment by Cabasilas. 


2. Folios 1"-64° of Parisinus Gr. 1276 contain several works of Philotheus. 
The quires of this portion are numbered regularly from a to n (fol. 57). Both 
the numbering of quires and the type of paper change with folio 65°, which is 
the first page of the Discourse. This folio has the quiremark a, an indication 
that originally this copy of the Discourse either was a separate entity or, con- 
ceivably, stood at the beginning of a larger manuscript. The two following 
quires of the Discourse are numbered regularly, 6 on fol. 73 and y on fol. 81. 
Then there is some confusion: beginning with fol. 87 whole groups of folios 
are Clearly out of order. The next quiremark is again an a; it appears on 
fol. 104", and coincides with the beginning of a part of Nicephorus Gregoras’ 
HAistory. This latter work is, then, another previously independent component 
of the Pavisinus. Thus the portion of the Pavisinus comprising, among other 
texts, the Discourse is not related to the folios which precede and follow it. 
We may now proceed to the analysis of that portion itself. 

As the first two quires of the Discourse (fols. 65-80) are regular, I shall be 
chiefly concerned with the area of confusion, between fol. 81, on which quire 
y begins, and fol. 99, which is the highest numbered folio containing the text 


+ Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 11 (1957), 91-125. Henceforth in quoting the Discourse I shall refer to 
paragraph and line of this edition. 

* Rev. Jean Meyendorff has called this manuscript to my attention and I wish to thank him for 
this information. 

° H. Omont, Inventaive sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque Nationale, I (1886), 284. 


182 IHOR SEVCENKO 


of the Discourse. The present distribution of quires in this section of the 
Panisinus is as follows: 


81 82 83 84 85 86 87 _ 88 89 90 OI 92 93 94 95 96 97 a 99 


oe 


Folios 88-95, comprising one quire, contain the beginning of an anonymous 
treatise against Acindynus (its misplaced continuation starts on fol. 205"), and 
are written by hands different from those of the Discourse. The whole quire was 
inserted into the Discourse by mistake, perhaps at the time when the present 
Parisinus was being made up.* It may also have been on that occasion that 
fol. 87, the last leaf of the Discourse, got out of place. It belongs after fol. 99 
(gQY ei SE Kai || 877 copoi tives, cf. Discourse, 59,17). Before the Discourse was 
incorporated into the Parisinus, the arrangement of its final part was pre- 
sumably as follows: 


81 82 83 84 85 86 96 97 98 99 87 


But fols. 83'-86", forming a bzmz0, while definitely a part of the Discourse, are 
a clean copy by a hand different from that which wrote the main text of the 
other folios. I shall call this latter hand A (cf. figs. 1-6, 8, 10); that of the binzo, 
hand A? (cf. figs. 7,9). This binto, corresponding to Discourse, 41, 23 —50,7, is an 
insertion, previous to the inclusion of this work into the Parisinus, but later 
than a certain stage in the formation of the text of the Discourse. That it is 
later can be deduced from the observation that fol. 82” (by hand A) ends in a 
deleted half-word toAun- (standing at the end of a long deleted passage, 
cf. fig. 6), while fol. 96° (also by hand A) begins with the other half, -€eicas 
(cf. fig. 8), and fol. 86" (last to be written by hand A’) ends with toAun- 
(cf. fig. 9). Compare Discourse, 50,7: toAunfeioas. Also, the last legible word 
before the deleted passage on fol. 82” is Saveilovtes (cf. fig. 6), while the first 
words of fol. 83° (with which hand A” begins) are ote toivuv (cf. fig. 7). Compare 
Discourse, 41,23 daveilovtes. otte toivuv. 

Thus originally fol. 82 was followed by fol. 96 without interruption, and 
before the insertion of the portion 41,23—50,7 by hand A’, the final part of 
the Discourse was arranged as follows: 


81 82 96 97 98 99 87 
eae 


In other words, it was a qguaternio with one stub, and the last of the three 
quires. At one time fols. 65-82; 96-99; 87 of Parisinus Gr. 1276, all written by 


4 Parisinus Gr. 1276 had its present form by the third quarter of the sixteenth century. This may 
be deduced from fol. 17, where one reads the ownership remark by Arsenius of Monembasia (Aristobulus 
Apostolides, 1465-1535). On Arsenius’ chronology and the scriptorzum to which he belonged, see, e.g., 
M. Wittek, ‘‘Manuscrits et codicologie,’’ Scriptorium, VII (1953), esp. 290-96. 


AUTHOR’S DRAFT OF CABASILAS’ DISCOURSE = 183 


hand A, formed a continuous and probably independent whole, consisting of 
three quires and containing Discourse, 1—41,23; 50—60. I shall call this the 
First Version. 

The First Version is the earliest fully preserved form of the Discourse. How- 
ever, it is not the earliest attainable stage of its composition. The first quire of 
the Discourse (fols. 65-72) shows traces of editorial interference which occurred 
before the First Version acquired its final shape. The last eight and one-half 
lines of fol. 65” are crossed out (cf. fig. 1). The first twelve lines of the next 
page are but an expanded variant of the deleted passage (cf. the collation 
below, ad Discourse, 3,9 with the text of the Discourse, 4,1/11). As many as 
six folios lying between 65 and 72, the first and the last in the quire, may 
have been replaced. That some reshuffling did occur between fols. 65 and 72 
is apparent from the observation that the text in these two folios, which form 
a single sheet, is displaced by about two interlinear spaces downwards in 
comparison with that of the intervening fols. 66-71. I shall call fols. 65 and 
72 the traces of the Earliest Stage. 

While the insertion by hand A° (fols. 83" —86’) presents a clean copy, the text 
written by A exhibits a large number of changes, long additions, rescriptions, 
erasures, and deletions, most of which are attributable to one hand, which I 
shall call A®. This hand takes many liberties with the text. It changes véuous 
Tatoue1 Into Avouor vdpous (1,1/2), copot into LoAopdvtos (1,12), KaAgoor ToAprons 
into Karéons (34,24), ypaghv into aitiav (39,10), and étrioxotrov into iepéa (56,4); it 
crosses out four lines of the text and substitutes for them a much expanded version 
of the same content (cf. the collation below, ad 21,17 and fig. 10); it changes 
&paipouvtar into &poaipowpevor and adds a whole clause (cf. collation ad 4,3 and 
fig. 2); adds a long passage in the upper margin of fol. 72” (cf. collation ad 21,5) ; 
another, a very long one, on the lower margins of fols. 75” and 76° (cf. collation 
ad 27,6 and figs. 3 and 4); it adds a sentence at the bottom of fol. 78" (cf. col- 
lation ad 33,1 and fig. 5); it rewrites the words tot cupgépovtos tuyyxdvetv on the 
previous (and different) text (21,11 and fig. 10); it erases a whole line on fol. 82, 
then crosses out the remaining lines which follow (cf. collation ad 41,23 and 
fig. 6); it shortens the text by crossing out a single word (cf. collation ad 20,16), 
a group of words (cf. collation ad 59,22) or whole clauses (cf. collation ad 29,16 
and fig. 4; 34,25; 38,27). I shall call the form of the Discourse which comprises 
the insertion by hand A?” (fols. 83'-86") and the changes by hand A2, the 
Draft of the Second Enlarged Version. 

The insertion by A’ and the changes made by A? in the text written by A 
appear in the main body of Parisinus Gr. 1213 and its contemporary Parisinus 
Suppl. Gr. 681 —manuscripts on which I relied in editing the Discourse. Either 
these manuscripts took over the corrections by A?, or some Byzantine scholar 
brought Parisinus Gr. 1276 up to date by collating it with a model having 
essentially the same text as Parisinus Gr. 1213 and Supfl. Gr. 681. Deletions, 
hesitations, and stylistic corrections undertaken by A? within the added pas- 
sages show that no model was involved. A corrector having a text of the type 
represented by Parisinus Gr. 1213 before his eyes would copy what he saw; 
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he would not add, and then delete, the words dé tov trapavopetv (cf. collation 
below ad 21,17 and fig. 10); write first paotitwv and then paotigfas (ad 27,15 and 
fig. 3); write Aéywv, cross it out, and continue with ottw Kxodév (ad 27,19 and 
fig. 3); change Staguyeiv into Siameceiv (ad 28,8 and fig. 4); or recast a whole 
passage in the marginal addition (cf. collation ad28,1/2 and fig. 3). The Draft of 
the Second Enlarged Version is earlier than ParisinusGr. 1213 and Suppl.Gr. 681. 

The comparison between the Discourse in Parisinus Gr. 1213 (= P) and the 
Draft of the Second Enlarged Version (whether by hand A or A’) shows a 
very considerable number of smaller textual differences, including differences 
in the choice of words; compare tots povayovs P: tots ppovtiotais A (cf. collation, 
ad 4,2/3); xepSdvns Cyteis P: xepSdvois oxotteis A” (ad 47,7). For some other in- 
stances, cf. collation ad 4,3;7,1; 10,6; 13,14; 19,1; 23,5; 23,33/34; 28,19; 30,5; 
41,7; 51,13 (all examples taken from the text written by A); 44,18; 48,18; 
48,19 (examples taken from the text by A’; the variants are understandably 
fewer in this portion, since it is a clean copy, already incorporating many of 
the author’s corrections). We must, therefore, postulate an intermediate link, 
now lost, between the Draft of the Second Enlarged Version and the version 
represented by Parisinus Gr. 1213 (and Sup#l. Gr. 681). This link was a version 
of the Discourse into which further textual improvements were incorporated. 
I shall call it the Third Improved Version. As the improvements were minor, 
it is probable that they were made on the clean copy (also postulated) of the 
Second Enlarged Version. I shall therefore identify this corrected clean copy 
as the postulated link between the Draft of the Second Version and Parzsinus 
Gr. 1213. The text represented by Parisinus Gr. 1213 shall be called the Final 
Version. In all probability it is almost identical with the Third. 

Omont dated the whole Parisinus Gr. 1276 in the fifteenth century. But as 
this manuscript is a miscellany, questions of date arise for each of its individual 
components. In my opinion the folios of the Parisinus Gr. 1276 comprising the 
Second Version of the Discourse were written before 1400.5 The available 
evidence does not contradict the proposed dating. The Draft of the Second 
Version is earlier than Parisinus Gr. 1213 and Suppl. Gr. 681, the earliest 
representatives of the Final Version, which date from about the middle of the 
fifteenth century.® Hands A and A? of the Draft can easily be fourteenth-century 
hands (see figs. 1-6, 8, 10); hand A” is more recent than A, but it, too, looks 
earlier than 1400 (see figs. 7 and g).? The watermarks confirm the attribution 


5 Other parts of this manuscript should also be assigned to the fourteenth century. The watermarks 
of fols. 88-96 and 205 (two circles, as in C. M. Briquet, Les filigranes ... [1907], no. 3193) occur in I 368. 
The text of Gregoras’ History starting on fol. 104 is by a hand contemporary with the author. 

6 For the date of Parisinus Gr. 1213, see R.- J. Loenertz, Les recueils des lettres de Démétrius Cydonés, 
(Studi e Testi, CKX XI [1947]), 24, note 1, and 57, note 2 (about 1440?; the evidence is indirect). In 
any case, the Parisinus was copied by the scribe Joasaph, who may have known Cabasilas personally ; 
see Loenertz, ibidem. For an improved text of Joasaph’s metric address to Cabasilas in Par. Gr. 1213 
see L. Politis, ‘‘Eine Schreiberschule im Kloster té&v ‘O&nyav,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift, LI (1958), 
22, note 8. 

? For hand Ab, cf. Sinait. 728, the first 106 folios (date: ca. 1375 °); Vat. Gy. 1515 (a menaeum, date: 
Sept. 16, 1382, cf. fol. 275); Petropol. Gr. 565 (date: 1392), in G. Cereteli—S. Sobolevski, Exempla 
codicum graecorum litteris minusculis scriptorum ..., II (1913), table LIV. I am indebted to Professor 
Alexander Turyn (Urbana, Ill.) for these references. He also kindly examined the photostats of 
Parisinus Gr. 1276 and expressed his agreement with the dating proposed here. 
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of the Discourse in Parisinus Gr. 1276 to the fourteenth century.’ I consider 
their evidence to be decisive. 
We may now recapitulate the history of the text of the Discourse in the 


following stemma: 


1. First Version with traces of The Earliest Stage, probably 
an independent manuscript (14th c.) 


2. Draft of the Second Enlarged Version (14th c.) 


3. Third Improved Version, probably the clean copy of the 
Draft of the Second Version with corrections | 


4. Parisinus Gr. 1273 (15th c.) 5. Suppl. Gr. 681 (15th c.) 


a 


6. Vind. Theol. Gr. 262 (15th c.) 
7. Cotsl. 315 (16th c.) 


8. Lost manuscript ! 
by Margunius (16th c.)? 


3. The passages added by hand A? have a number of stylistic traits in 
common with the text of the First Version: for tot S1xafou Kai Tod véuou (now in 
Discourse, 21,8), cf. 25,9 and 47,3; for oungépovtos tuyxdvev (now 21,12) and ote 
1 oupgépov etipes (NOW 21,18), cf. 23,6/7; for Oedv exPdAAeIs (NOW 21,25), cf.30,6/7; 
for dixalev with a dative (now 27,9/10), cf. 40,11-12; for o&év &v elton tis ef pth 
paivntor (now 27,12), cf. eitor tis &v et ppovdv (32,22) and 35,22; for Sixnv... 
crroxeiobor (now 27,16), cf. 52,7 and 56,17. One expression introduced as a 
correction by A? (1,1/2, Avovor véyous) occurs repeatedly in the main text 
written by A: cf. 30,8; 32,8; 36,3. 


§ More precisely, to the last thirty years or even the last quarter of the fourteenth century. Here 
I follow Professor Jean Irigoin (Paris) who was kind enough to examine the watermarks of the 
relevant folios for me. I submit the summary of his findings: (1) Quire « (fols. 65-72): amphisbaena 
(a serpent with two heads, with a crown of five fleuvons above it) = C. M. Briquet, Les filigranes ... 
(1907), no. 13621 (dates: 1375 to 1388); variants in V. Mo&in and S. M. Tralji¢, Vodeni znakovui XIII. i 
XI V. vijeka, I-Il (1957), nos. 6990-6992 (dates: 1375 and 1380). (2) Quire B (fols. 73-80): two circles, 
similar to Briquet no. 3193 (date: 1368); but the paper’s wiremark is closer to Briquet nos. 3194-3195 
(dates: 1392 and 1398 respectively), and to Mo’in-Traljié, no. 2086 (date: 1 392-1394). (3) Quire y (as 
reconstructed by me, fols. 81, 82; 96-99; 87): amphisbaena, as in quire a. The insertion (fols. 83-86) 
seemingly shows no watermarks. 

° Elements of 1 and 2 are in Parisinus Gr. 1276. 3 is postulated. 4-7 contain the Final Version. 
5 is a fragment. 6 is a copy, direct or intermediate, of 4. 7 is a copy of 4. For 8, see Dumbarton Oaks 
Papers, 11 (1957), 88, note 29. 
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When we compare the insertion by hand A» (now in Discourse, 41,23 —50,7) 
with the First Version for thought and style, we obtain similar results. The 
argument of paragraph 45 of the insertion takes up the theme announced at 
the beginning of the First Version (8); the thoughts of 42 and 47 (insisting on 
the spontaneity of gifts) occur in 35; the view expressed in 47 (that exactions 
harm the souls of those on whom they are levied) is repeated in 52. The same 
scriptural quotations are used for similar arguments in the insertion and in the 
First Version: for example I Cor. 9:14 in 45,2 and 38,26 (cf. 8,6); II Cor. 9: 
7 in 46,5 and 38,29. Stylistically, the insertion blends well with the prose of 
the First Version: Compare the mannerisms tooottov — éoov instead of the 
expected datives (45,13/14) with 54,4 and 56,17/18; ov Seita Adyou (43,1) with 
ti Sei Adyoov Etépcov (40,17); troAU 1d péoov (41,27) with dcov attou Geo te TO LéooV 
(29,18) ; tOv icov todtrov “‘in the same way’ (43,21) with the same expression 
in 23,19/20 and 24,3 (cf. also collation ad 3,9) ; xeitor Sikn (46,18) with keicetou Sixn 
(56,17) and 8ixnyv, f) Keita: (52,7); ta&v... yepddv &PdAra (44,14; ci. 46,27; 
49,13/14) with vopoi ... tis d&pyfis &xPéAAouow (58,6) ; for towéva ... Torel piobwotov 
(42,3/4), compare 37,13/15. In the First Version, the adversaries are repeatedly 
threatened with Hell, yéevva (21,27; 22,33; 33,12; 59,9); the threat is also made 
in the insertion (46,18). The passages added by A?, the insertion by A® and 
the First Version were composed by the same author. 

I draw the following conclusions from the foregoing observations: Hand A?, 
whose many corrections are largely responsible for the Second Version of the 
Discourse, is neither that of a scribe nor of a corrector, but rather that of a 
fourteenth-century editor. An editor whose style and thoughts are the same 
as those of the text he is editing can only be the author himself. Changes made 
by hand A? in the First Version of the Discourse are specimens of the author's 
own handwriting. 

In Parisinus Gr. 1276 the Discourse appears anonymously. Suppl. Gr. 681 
is a fragment without beginning. Only one independent witness, Parisinus 
Gr. 1213, indirectly attributes the Discourse to Nicolas Cabasilas. There is, 
however, no doubt that this attribution is correct. Any reader of Cabasilas’ 
diatribes Against Usurers and On Usury, which also touch upon social and 
legal problems, will testify that many mannerisms of style and composition 
are the same in all these works. Cabasilas is the author of the Discourse, and 
the author’s corrections made by hand A? in Parisinus Gr. 1276 are specimens 
of Cabasilas’ handwriting." 

This deduction is not contradicted by the evidence of Cod. Panaghias 157 
(formerly Chalcensts tis gutropikiis ZXoAFis 153) of the Oecumenical Patriarchate. 
Fols. 294'-300" of this manuscript purport to be an autograph by Cabasilas 

10 Against Usurers, in Migne, PG, CL, 727-750; Address to Anne of Savoy on Usury, ed. R. Guil- 
land, in Els Mvdnv Zr. Acutrpou (1935), 274-77: 

11 [ hesitate to ascribe hand A to Cabasilas. True, on fol. 777 scribe A makes a stylistic change in 
the text (see collation ad 30,30; cf. also ad 29,2/4; 35,5; 39,5; 54,17); he also leaves space for legal 
quotations, which he inserts later (see collation ad 50,9 and 11 and fig. 8); but once he omits a whole 
(indispensable) clause because of a homoeoteleuton (cf. ad 56,2/3). Such an error can hardly be imputed 


to an author copying his own work. It is strange, however, that Cabasilas should not have caught this 
omission when revising the First Version of the Discourse. 
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(cf. fig. 12 with the remark at the top of folio 294°: kupotU NixoAdou KaBdéo1Aa Tov 
Xayoétou oixeidyxeipa). Fols. 295-300 form a sento; fol. 294 is glued on. The hand 
seems to change at fol. 295", line 2. I find the handwriting of fols. 295", line 
2-300" (cf. fig. 13) similar to that of hand A?.!* 


{I 


1. Any interval from a few weeks up to several decades may separate the 
First Version of the Discourse from the Third. The Third Version may have 
been undertaken when Cabasilas was preparing a new edition of several of his 
works. This is only a guess. All we can say is that fifty years or less passed 
between the composition of the Dzscourse’s Earliest Stage and Cabasilas’ 
death.4* About another fifty years separate that event from Parisinus Gr. 1213 
and Suppl. Gr. 681, until recently the earliest known manuscripts of the 
Discourse. With the help of Parisinus Gr. 1276 we can reliably place three 
consecutive versions of the Discourse within less than a century after its 
composition. This makes one wonder about the hidden history of texts 
preserved in manuscripts much later than the date at which these texts were 
composed.!4 

The study of Parisinus Gr. 1276 also shows how difficult it is to assign a 
precise date to Byzantine rhetorical works and to connect them with concrete 
historical events. When editing the Discourse, I treated it as a uniform text and 
I tentatively proposed 1344 as the date of its composition. The watermarks 
seem to indicate that the pages of the Parisinus comprising the First Version 
of the Discourse were written within the last thirty years of the fourteenth 
century.” This does not necessarily mean that this version was composed within 
that period, although it may have been. But it does mean that the Discourse 


“2 In addition, Father V. Laurent, ‘‘Un nouveau témoin de la correspondance de Démétrius Cydonés 
et de l’activité littéraire de Nicolas Cabasilas Chamaétos... ,» “EAAnvikd, IX (1936), 199f., has suggested 
that parts of Meteor. Barlaam 202 which contain Cabasilas’ correspondence may be an autograph (for 
a specimen, cf. fig. 14). He considers these parts similar to the portions of Panaghias 157 said to be 
autographs. While this may be so, the difference between the careful handwriting of the Meteor. 
Bavlaam 202 and the scribblings of hand A? of Parisinus Gr. 1276 is too great to allow any conclusions 
to be drawn. I wish to thank the Rev. M. Richard and Mme. E. Zizicas of the Institut de Recherche et 
d’Histoire des Textes (Paris) for their assistance and permission to reproduce figures 12 and 4. 

#8 Born about 1320, Cabasilas was still alive in 1391; see Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 11 (1957), 85-87 
and notes 19 and 27. 

4 This is not to say that we cannot study the reworkings undertaken by ancient authors. The 
problem has been dealt with extensively by H. Emonds (who states in Zweite Auflage im Alterium 
[1947], p. 9, that the best opportunity for the study of second editions is provided by cases where 
little time separates the author’s work from the date of the earliest preserved manuscripts); and 
elegantly by C. Hoeg (‘‘Notules sur l’histoire du livre grec,”’ Studi e Testi, CK XIV [1946], esp. 5-12). 
But in the case of ancient authors, second editions must be reconstructed; in that of Cabasilas, several 
versions may be directly observed.—We know that other fourteenth-century authors reedited their 
works. Cf. J. Meyendorff, ‘‘Les débuts de la querelle hésychaste,”’ Byzantion, XXIII (1953), 105, note4 
(on changes which Barlaam made in the text of his treatises A gainst the Latins and on two preserved 
versions of his Prayer); also, R. Browning, ‘David Dishypatos’ Poem on Akindynos,” Byzantion, 
XXV-XXVII (1955-57), 742-745 (on various versions of Dishypatos’ Explanation of the errors of 
Barlaam and Acindynus). 

1 See note 8 supra. 
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was revised within these years. Like the Discourse, some texts which we now 
consider uniform may be the result of reworkings, and may even be dim and 
confused reflections of several sets of historical circumstances. 

The fact that Cabasilas revised and amplified the Discourse within the last 
thirty years of the fourteenth century strengthens my contention that this 
work does not refer to the Zealots at all. The issues raised in the Discourse must 
have been alive when these extensive revisions were made, and the Zealots 
were a thing of the past by the seventies of the fourteenth century. But my 
dating of the Discourse must remain a mere suggestion. I continue to believe 
that the Discourse is concerned with, among other things, the secularization 
measures undertaken by the imperial government for defense purposes. Within 
this interpretation, a later date for the Discourse is also possible.'® Cabasilas 
may have reacted to governmental actions that affected monastic properties 
after the battle of Maritza (1371).!” 


2. Our stemma remains unchanged whether we assign the first three versions 
of the Discourse to the fourteenth century and ascribe the editorial corrections 
to Cabasilas, or make a later irreverent editor responsible for the far-reaching 
changes in the text of the Discourse. But the choice between these two solutions 
will affect the edition of Cabasilas’ text. If all the editorial changes are his own, 
then we should edit the Final Version; if they are not, we should edit the First 
or the Second. As I ascribe the changes to Cabasilas, I consider my edition 
essentially correct, for it is based on the Final Version of the Discourse. How- 
ever, the versions contained in Parisinus Gr. 1276 help to improve the text in 
a few instances (I am also including here the corrections of typographical errors 
in my edition): 6,17 read 8 ote; 13,2 read SeScoxdtoov ; 18,10 read é&totrmtatév ; 
20,26 read teOvivor; 22,8 read pnow; 22,12 read piv yd; 25,5 read gpovtiot ; 
30,16 place the comma after 6e6v; 38,4 read towTov KAadvrwyv ote éxeivoov TroTou- 
péveov ; 38,21 read elommpdtteis TowTous Kdxeivous 39,13 read dpilopéveov éSeikvus ; 40,18 
read mavta twapoArrévtas; 41,1 read iepéov; 41,17/18 read iva pdéys, ToUTO Lev; 
48,5 place the comma after Kaxnyopias ; 49,12 read totr’ éotiv; 50,6 no punctu- 
ation after trovnpiév; 50,11 read éeBaiwdn; 51,9 read 6; 55,3 read icpéas ; 55,5 
read atrrév. Some other readings of the earlier versions deserve consideration: 


16 After this was written, I received an interesting article by E. Werner, “‘Volkstiimliche Haretiker 
oder sozialpolitische Reformer? Probleme der revolutionaren Volksbewegung in Thessalonike 
1342-1349, Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Karl-Marx- Universitat Leipzig, VIII (1958-59), Gesell- 
schafts- und Sprachwiss. Reihe, Heft I, pp. 45-83. There the author takes the opposite view. On 
page 57, note 117, he seems to agree with my previous dating of the Discourse (1344), but on page 46, 
note 8, and passim he disagrees with my conviction that this text is not concerned with the Zealots. 
Only general considerations are adduced by way of refutation, one of which reads: ‘“We are able to do 
justice to the Zealot commune only if we start from the class structure (Klassenanlage).’’ I had thought 
that the perusal of the full text of the Discourse would be sufficiently convincing in itself. I hope now 
that general agreement will be reached at least on one point: some parts of the Discourse—those added 
in its later versions—are not concerned with the Zealots. For my part, I continue to maintain that the 
whole Discourse is unrelated to the Zealot problem. Rather than to confine ourselves to Cabasilas, it 
would be more useful to turn to other texts, as yet unexplored, which reveal the social discontent in 
the mid-fourteenth century. I have in mind Alexios Makrembolites’ Dialogue between the Rich and the 
Poor. Cf. my edition of this text in Srpska Akademija Nauka, Zbornik vadova, LXV, Vizantologski 
Institut, VI (1960), 187-228. 

17 On government measures after 1371, see Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 11 (1957), 159. 
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see collation below ad 1,9; 8,4; 15,4; 16,17; 20,1; 28,13; 41,6; 41,12; 45,12; 
47,14/15; 48,19; 49,10; 58,7. I was interested, but not elated, to note that only 
one of my four conjectures (in Discourse, 38,21) was confirmed by the First 
Version. 


3. How did Cabasilas work on his text? Much as would any other writer 
who was revising his work with great care. The changes leading to the Second 
Version are plentiful and substantial, those leading from the Second to the 
Third (as reflected in the Final) are less extensive, mainly stylistic and gram- 
matical. This tapering off of corrections is what we would expect from any 
author. What is surprising for a Byzantine is that in his editorial changes 
Cabasilas strives for clarity and precision, as well as for amplification. Some- 
times he even cuts out deadwood, although, like most writers, he adds more 
than he subtracts. 

On the whole, the purpose of additions, whether of words or of whole pas- 
sages, is to give more stress to arguments of the previous version. Such is the 
function of the added statement 21,5/10 (the adversaries must misuse the 
alienated property, not because they want to do so, but because they cannot 
do otherwise). The addition 27,7—28,15 adduces scriptural parallels to the 
adversary’s evil-doings. Sometimes one addition leads to another: 28,4/6 
repeats the thought of the added passage 21,5/10 (the adversaries’ efforts are 
in vain) ; 29,2/4 is a development referring to the first part of the added passage 
27,7 —28,15. 

A new argument appears only in the insertion extending from 41,23 to the 
end of 49.18 This most considerable of the additions to the First Version accuses 
the metropolitan of exacting contributions from his ‘‘subjects,’’ including the 
monasteries, whereas he should have been satisfied with voluntary gifts. This 
argument is illustrated by the most colorful passage of the Discourse, the 
description of the monks’ hatred towards their bishop. Otherwise, the insertion 
is among the less precise parts of the Discourse. 

By introducing a new argument, the insertion disrupted the reasoning of 
the original text. In the First Version, where 41,23 was followed directly 
by 50,1, the “long custom’’ (50,1/2) referred to the metropolitan’s habit of 
violating the autonomy of his bishops (cf. 30-41); in the Second Version, this 
“custom”’ refers to his practice of collecting taxes from the faithful and the 
monks (42-40). Accordingly, I interpreted the “‘custom”’ as that of receiving 
the xavovixév. This may yet be what Cabasilas meant in the Second Version, 
but in the First he did not touch upon this subject at all. 

The smaller additions are not always mere variations, repetitions, and am- 
plifications; on occasion, they contain new and specific information. One in- 
stance is the passage which corresponds to 4,1/11. The earliest Stage describes 
the recipients of donations only as “holy men, residing in sacred precincts”’ 
(cf. p. 183 supra and collation infra ad 3,9); the First Version of the same 

18 The text written by hand A> comprises 41, 23 to 50,7. But 50,1 /7 appears twice: once at the 


bottom of fol. 82v (by hand A, cf. fig. 6), where it is crossed out, and again at the bottom of fol. 86v, 
i.e. at the end of the insertion (cf. fig. 9). 
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passage speaks expressly of monasteries and monks, and adds some infor- 
mation on the despoilers of monks: they take the revenue away from them. 
The Second Version inserts a rather important further detail, that the de- 
spoilers take the revenue partly for their own use and partly for that of 
others. This detail, combined with other words added in the First Version 
led me to assume that the expropriations may have occurred for the benefit 
of pronoza holders. 

Another instance is 21,17/26, rewritten in the Second Version. Although this 
new version of the passage primarily amplifies the thought that the adversary’s 
actions bring about the ruin of his own soul, it is also more specific: it identifies 
monasteries as victims of the adversary’s confiscations. 

Even purely stylistic additions (whether to the First Version or the Second) 
are sometimes made for the sake of clarity and explicitness: thus in 2,14 and 
23,7 Cabasilas inserts avtots, in 16,19 tois tpdyyoow, in 41,7 tov Xpiotdv and 
in 41,8 Seomrdétns (= Christ) ; in 43,1 Sexvwew is added to make the passage more 
explicit; the same consideration accounts for the added tois in 46,14, for the 
change of é&eivov into avtév in 48,18 and for the insertion of p&AAov in 49,6. Only 
a few corrections make the text more vague: for example in 56,4 the change 
(between the First and the Second Versions) of émfioxotrov into fepéa, in 39,5 
the change of pntpotrdéAcws into méAews (Second to Final Version) and in 41,8 
the omission of étioxottos from the Final, if not the Third, Version (by virtue 
of this omission “everybody,” not “every bishop,’ becomes an imitator of 
Christ). 

In many cases it is possible to give the reasons for Cabasilas’ stylistic im- 
provements. Thus in 2,7 Seopévois (First Version) was changed into PovAopévos 
(Second), to bring out the opposition to uh Poudopévois in 2,8; the reworking 
in 22,9 (Second to Final Version) made the whole clause dependent on fyot 
(22,6); the change of jyounévnv into émopévnv (23,23) was required by logic; 
evAoBoupéveov was changed into -vous (44,3), and eipyacpévos into -vov (36,10) to 
improve the sentence structure; tpas (57,7) was omitted after the Second Version 
for the sake of conformity (the preceding passage uses the second person 
singular). 

Usually, changes in grammar and spelling demand no explanation. They 
include corrections of false accents and misspellings, the latter often caused 
by itacism; itacism, too, is the cause for numerous changes of indicative to 
optative or conjunctive and of optative to conjunctive or future forms. Striving 
for elegance explains changes like that of ei into &v (20,9) and of a pertect 
without augment to one with augment (22,16). On occasion, the motive for 
changes remains unclear, as when one optative form is substituted for another 
(1,6), an aorist infinitive is changed into inf. praes. (17,7; 35,18), or a future in- 
finitive into inf. aor. (20,1). Some changes in word order seem to have been 
made to conform with ‘‘Meyer’s Law’’ (e.g., 3,8; 10,3; 16,35); I was not able to 
discern the reason for others. Some of the numerous deletions of words or 
groups of words (either in the Second Version or the Third) were made to 
achieve pregnancy (50,15) or to correct nonsense (59,1); in other instances 
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meaningless words were eliminated (ofya:, 20,16), or redundant nouns or verbs 
struck out (23,18; 33/34; 32,17). - | 

3. The following is a collation of the Discourse in Parisinus Gr. 1276 with 
my edition published in these Papers :1® 


Titulus: Tlpdés tous év tais @ouciais A* 

1,1 Avouoi supra versum A? 1,2 vdpous Kai] vdyous tatove Kai A: voca- 
bulum tatoto: expunxit A? 1,6 Oidberto] idboito A 1,8 TAnupEAovov] 
TAnuWEAOVG! A P: -oi P! 1,9 adtév] attHv A 1,12 Lodropdsvtos] copou A: 
quod vocabulum expunxit et codoydvtos supra versum scripsit A? 

2,7 BovAopévois] Seouévois A: Seo- expunxit et BouAo- supra versum scripsit 
A? 2,12 ékovcwvrTai] ékovcovraa A P 2,14 ottovs supra versum A? 2,15 
Kal Bapobpov—mpocdSoKév PA* (A??)"*: &éSéxetor A, quod vocabulum expun- 
xit A*(A??) 

3,2 wavt’ &v BovAowto] wévta BovAowT’ &v A 3,4 SiSdoxei]-o1 A fortasse 
recte 3,5 yoAeraivouvow in rasura A 3,8 tév Wrpev toils Sixaotais] Tois 
Sixaotais Tv wipwv A: supra. 6. litteram B, supra t. yw. litteram a super- 
scripsit A? 3,9 tempaypévov émravopSaceiv] eipyacuévov émravopiioo1 A, in 
quo haec verba expuncta sequuntur: voous tives dvéotnoav Kal c&ypols atTois 
avebnKav: Kai oikias: Kai Apa yijs, Kal GAon, Kal Trapadeicous. Kal To1avTé Tiva- Kal 
TOUTOOV eKéAevoaV ctroAaUely Tdv ieodv &vSpdsv, of Tois Tepéveot TpoceSpevoucl Kal Té 
vouilopeva TeAovol: Kal Tata yedwavtes év Tais S106r)Kats aimjAGov: SiAov Toivuy, 
OTl KaGdTEH THY dvnoapéeveov oav éxeiva, Tov icov Tpdtrov Kal ToUTav, ols Bocav- 
ou yap av Siagepoi, otTas 7} exelveos KTHOAGPaAI GAA’ goTiV Ovoi<ws> Seomrdédtns Tdv 
cypav, 6 Te TapYUpIov KaTaPBaAy, Kai 6 tae<&> (cf.4,9-II). 

42/3 Tous povaxous] toils ppovtictais A 4,3 xpnodpevor] krnoduevor A 4,3 
Thy doxhv PA: tnvapyjv A? 4,3 d&qaipotwuevoi — 4 xpijobai P A2 ecorr. et supra 
versum: dgoipovvtar A 4,9 S1a6rKa1s] tois §. A 

5,7 KépSos P A* e corr.: xpéos A 5,7 dvoBéAAovtai] dvaBdAAwvta A 5,8 
ToiouTa] ta T. A 

6,5 Kal To1oUTous dEiovotv evar] To1oUTous elven yxpr A: voc. xp4 expunxit A? 
6,7 ovt&vjaitSv A 6,7 yép supra versum A? 6,14 piKpd] Te uikp& A 6,17 
8’] 56 A P recte 6,18 crodeipbévtwv] TrepiAcipbtvtav A 6,18/19 dvodepéveov 
e apyijs] é &. ava. A 6,19 ém&Sov] &rdSov A P 6,20 Huiv] tydv A 6,22 
Lovaxdv] povdy A? 6,28 oxotroi] oKxote A 

7,1 oixeiwv] iSiov A 

8,3 Kxolvév supra versum A 8,4 dpeAtioovtes] HpeAoovtas APS S811 
Trapéxovo1] trapé A:-youo1 add. A* 8 116,71 P A%ecorr.: dt A 

10,1/2 tois &pxouoi dvaxeiofor Set] avon. Sef t. Koy. A 10,3 tpoictacbai Tis 
auto] THs avToU Tpoiotacfo1 A: supra tT. ov. litteram B, supra teoiot. litteram 
a superscripsit A? 10,4 Katoptgo1] xatoppvéa A 10,6 &pyouow] &youo1 A 


7%” Numbers refer to paragraph and line of my edition. A = scribe of the main text of the First 
Version; A! denotes corrections surely attributable to this scribe; A? = author of most corrections 
and additions in the text written by A; A? .,, Ax = hands of other correctors of this text. Ab = scribe 
of the insertion; Ab1 = corrections by this scribe; Ab? = corrector of the text written by Ab; Ac = 
copyist of a few lines of the Discourse at the beginning of fol. 87°; P = Parisinus Gr. 1213; S = Suppl. 
Gr. O81. 
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10,7 toUtwv] tév toiovtov A 10,17 4] supra versum A? 10,17 vépos éotiv] 
voyos éoti A2(A3?)" 10,18 attois] attovs A 

11,1 ono] pnow A 11,1 &kPdAAw P A* ex corr.: &BdAAopev A 11,2 TeO von] 
teOvdo: A 11,12 éxeiveov] éxeiveov gotiv A 11,13 mpdtepov yevéoban Tois ypdvois] 
yevéoOai mpdotepov xpdvois A 

12,1 SeoTdTas avToUs gnot] gp. 8. av’. A 12,5 xail om. A 12,7 Serxvivan] 
Saxvuvar A P= 12,9 pte Tév] pté Tiva TH A 

13,2 SeSoxdtwv] SeSaxdtov A Precte 13,10 Sci supra versum A! 13,14 
ouyyaipeis] ouyyopeis A 

14,1 pnow] pnot A 14,1 éxeivois] éxeivous A 14,7 elvor supra versum A? 
14,10 gautot] atrot A 

15,4 adtév] attaHv A 

16,6 pita =A? ecorr..: péAAer A 16,14/15 ote Gue{Bouoi] ott’ dpeiBouoiv 
A 16,16 Sexvivoni] Sexvivar AP 16,17 oixovopotoiv] oikovopoto: A 16,17 
avTév] ostév A 16,19 dnd PA*ecorr.:dnd A 16,19 tois tedyuaow supra 
versum A* 16,21 PAdrrto1] BAdrrte: A 16,23 S0xoi] Soxet A 16, 2Q ouvevéyxn] 
ouvevtyko: A 16,35 dv EAaBev of vdyor gaoi] of véu. paci dv ap. A: supra oi 
v. o. litteram B, supra dv é. litteram a posuit A? 16,35 tot AoPeiv] 1H A 
16,38 42] coi A 16,44 trpootact] tpociao1 A ? 

17,2 ouvevéyxn] ouvvevéywo: A 17,6 yoopis] Kai xwpis A 17,7 yxpijoba1] xpn- 
coofar A 17,7 éyxAjyatal] éyKAnvata yévort’ &v A 

18,1 év] tpaypa é&v A 18,6 Selo] Sefer A 18,9 o0Sév] otSEVa A 18,10 
&toTétatév] &toramtatéyv APrecte 18,15 mpotBdActo] trpouBdAAeTo A 

19 I e&idakev ovdeis] 7 puots &SiSakev A 19,6 ASixnoas] ASixnxas A 19,7 kai 
dvSpdtroSo0v] Kai y&p Kal évSpérro8ov A 19,7 éxeiva] cis é. A 

20,1 ovKotv] otkouv APS 20,1 xpnoacta] ypiocofar A 20,9 &v] ci A 
20,14 €eréyyn] eEeréyyer A 20,16 Sei§ouciv] ofpar SeiGouoiv A: voc. of. expunxit 
A2 20,25 ci Sé] cid’ A =. 20,26 tebvavon] teOvdvon Arecte 20,27 TavT’] TtoiavT’ A 

21,5 KeAever] xeAcevor A 21,5 to11 — I0 PowAwvta in margine superiore A? 
21,11 Tov oupngépovtos Tuyydvev in rasura A? 21,11 008’ ei tis] 8’ ei Tis in 
rasura A2 21,11 xoiwdv doeaci in rasura A? 21,13 avtou PA: égautov e corr. 
A2? 21,14 tév! e corr. A! 21,17 étav cai — 26 évtwv in margine in- 
feriore add. A?: Tod pév tefyous Kal Tis vikns Kal T&v TolouTwV oUSapds: ei ye 
Suvijon Tpds TolauTA ypToacGal Tois aprpNUEvoIs: Ov SE caUTOV eipydoo, Kal TravU- 
& yp Thy dA dvéotHoAs dvOAwCASs, TAUT’ ExTIow, TOUS vdpous ASiKNKws A, CuiUS 
verba expunxit A? 21,17 SuvnOijs] Suvndfis ard Tou Trapavoyeiv vocabulis 
&. 1. 1. expunctis A? 21,24 car’ om. A? 21,26 ovxotw add. A®: kai A? 

22,3 ci]ér A 22,5 76] ti A 22,8 ono] ono AP recte 22,9 ov&iv — 
Sixas] Uirocyeiv Tas &Elas Sixas ovSév Korver A 22,10/1II hpiv KoAAlous] x. 7. A 
22,12 pév] wav yap AS recte 22,16 é&meotépnvta] c&rootipnvta A 22,27 
duoiws supra versum Al 22,28 tois supra versum A? 22,29 govov| Tov 
govov A 22,34 yevéodor in margine A? (A3?) 22,35 T& 8é eis] TK 8’ eis A 
22,35 Kal Tov Oedv om. A 

23,3 Kal KAoTr&S] Kal TEAAG KAOTI&s Vocabuloté&AAa expunctoA 23,4 7ds5 dAAas 
P AZ ecorr.: taAAa A 23,4 Trovnpidv A? ecorr.: movnpav A 23,5 Kai ovdels 
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dvtepei om. A 23,7 attolUs om. A: attous et aliud vocabulum expunctum 
(Suvac8a ?) supra versum A? 23,7 Suvnéijvor. om. A 23,13 Soxeiv] tatta 
Soxeiv A 23,18 to1rywpvyois] Torywptyois Kal AwrosuTas A 23,23 étropévnv] 
fyouvévny A 23,25 Cyuioi] iva cwon, (nuiot A 23,33/34 éraoiSdv] érrao1dov 
Kai piuov A 

25,5 ppovtiow] -o1 AS recte 25,11 omov8nv] thy omov8qv A 25,15 tpoe- 
Spica] mpoeSpeia A 

26,11 tis Snuioupyds tis yewpyds] t.y.7.5. A 26,13 taKtKé] Ta ToKTt. A 
fortasse recte 26,14 Kxpatovons] Kpatovons Kal otte Suotuydv &OAidTaTOSs 
&p€eis A 

27,211 erasit V*? 27,7 dxovers — 28,15 trapéAOwoiv in marginibus inferi- 
oribus foll. 75” et 76" add. A? 27,10/11 4 té&v] 4 Kata té&Hv Vocabulo x. ex- 
puncto A? 27,11 énawvioe] otepavoce: A? 27,12 paivetor] paivorto quod in 
yoivetar mutavit A? 27,15 paotigas] paotilev quod in pootifas mutavit A? 
27,16 &moxeioban] Keiodan A2 27,19 ott KOAdV] Aéyeov oT KAAdSV Vocabulo 
A. expuncto A? 

28,1 “Eon toivuv] post 2. t. vocabulum quoddam (ottws?) expunctum in 
A? 28,1 woovpevov] .... youpevov A2? 28,1/2 tév atv — 3 evexa] 4 Tov 
iSicov 7) TEV KOIVey Evexa THv AUTH Touro TroaryyaTov, Si & oo. eee cece eee eee ee 
Stas A?, qui postea litteram B vocabulis #4 tév iS{ev, litteram a vocabulis 
Tov auvTéy Suprascripsit, vocabula 4 Tév Kovév Evexa expunxit eorumque loco 
éveka Supra versum posuit 28,3 tovs S& rAeovéxtas] haec legi non possunt in 
A? 28,8 tatta] tait’ A? 28,8 diomeceiv P A? e corr.: Siaguyeiv A? 28,9 
ovdsé] 05’ A® 28,9 tis dAnOelas trpoppricets] tpoppioeis tis éAnOclas A2 qui 
postea supra tpoppraets vocabula tijs dAnfelas posuit et t. & in versu sequenti 
expunxit 28,10 8c thy ddiKiav — 12 d&pyovta] dusivovos tuxeiv Tis Coots 7 
HaKpoTépas Sic Thy &bixiav Kai Thv rAcovegiav otk iSiaT Hv pdvov GAA’ ovSE &PKovta 
A?, qui postea litteram 6 vocabulis dueivovos tuyeiv, litteram a vocabulo 
TrAecovefiav, litteram y vocabulis otx i8imtnv superscripsit et vocabulum S14 
expunxit 28,13 ovx vos] 008’ Zvos A2 28,18 cai Sv] dv A 28, 19 fepoovaia] 
igpoouAia Kai &Sikia A 28,20 dowvetos] &véntos A 28,20 dvéntos] d&ovvetos A 

29,2 ots —4 xoreA@civ in margine A? (A!?) 29,4 uetd] uet’ A2 29.8 ov 
kaTe6us] ovK dv xatédus A 29, TT éxeivos] exeivor A 29,15 ToAAG ye yelpeo] TrOAAD 
Xelpw tauti A: voc. touti expunxit A® 29,14 to} om. A 29,16 Atipexas] 
ATipeoKas Kai oie: undév eipyco@on Sevdv A: vocabula xoi—Sewdv expunxit A? 
29,18 G00 te]kai feo A 29,20 8 supra versum A2 29,25 oKWAnKOV TO 
CGpya] TO copa oKwAnkov A 

30,5 Sixaiocwvns] SioiwKrhoews A 30,12 undév] otSév A 30,16 troidv Tdv bedv] 
Tov Geov Troidv A 30,22 Kév]kai A 30,30 mapactijontot] gAo1 quod vocabu- 
lum expunxit et wopactiontat in margine adiecit A! 30,36 émotnoev] éroter 
A 30,37 dqeA0s] 30. &v A 30,40 yvauos P A? e corr.: vdouois A 30,42 
touTny in rasura Al (A??) 30,45 xortoAeirete] -Aei- in rasura Al (A??) 30,45 
amrovoias Kal 8pdcous] Gpdcous 7 dtrovoias A 30,47 vooijs] voosis A 

31,8 mavta supra versum A? 31,9 toutwvi om. A 31,12 elyev] elye A 
31,15 mévta supra versum A? 31,18 voyiver] vopilor A 31,23 &v cin] dei A 
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32,3f0uTt@] att A 32,4 tov’ lwdvvou] iwdvvou té6v A 32,15 ypuoot] tou xp. 
A 32,17 vopileiv] toApiioo vopilev A 32,19 cepvdv] o. dv A 32,21 éxeidev] 
exeidtev dv A 32,25 éxdotou] tas &. A 32,20 Kai tote — 33,2 Trapavoyeiv] Kai 
Tout — 32,30 pnow in margine inferiore A, quibus 33,1 éAA& — 2 Trapavopeiv 
in margine inferiore addidit A? 32,28 kai vépeov euéAnoev éxdotote] ExdoToTE Kai 
vouoov éuéAnoe A 

33,5 pao] onoiv A 33,8 diya] piyor APS 33,12/13 post SopuBrons in 
spatio ro litterarum lineam habet A 

34,5 tottov e corr. A! (ci int mutato) 34,16 4AX’ oiKxovopeiv] GAA’ oi- in 
rasura A* (A??) 34,17 dvipg@v in margine A 34,17 tyypawaio] ypdyoio A 
34,22 8] 8’ A 34,24 xodgons P A? e corr.: KoAéoo toAunons A 34,25 Bodor] 
Boda1 Kai otk dv dpvndeins A: xal—dpvndeins expunxit A? 34,30 4 dais 
BAGBous 7 dgercias] BA. 7 Og. T TOA. A 

35,3 otk] os otk A 35,5 THs ottijs in marginibus addidit At 35,11 AdéBq5] 
AcBois A 35,18 /TQ dvéyeoba] dvacyéobar A 35,20 Kail xpfpaTa Kai TrOALY GAOKAN- 
pov] x. 1. 6.x. x. A:supram. 6. litteram B, suprax. x. litterama posuit A? 35,22 
Tis] tis av A 

36,1 elvan vdpous] vopous elvan A 36,6/7 vayous toAynoa)]t.v.A 36,7 cittiv] i- 
in rasura A 36,10 cipyacpévov] cipyaopévos A 

37 4/5 siompdttwvtat] -ovrar A:-wvtor ecorr.A! 37,5 SicAtyevtor] -ovton A: 
-ovtare corr. Al 37,6 dvadioxwor] -ovo1 A:-woie corr. At 37,11 post S6€av 
in spatio 5 litterarum lineam habet A 37,15 tpoeSpiav]| -eiav A 

38,4 TouTwV TaTOUPEVEOV] TOUT KAadvTOOV OTE Exeiveoy TratouLEvenV A (KAASVTOOV 
ecorr. A!) recte 38,11 ypipov] ypipov A: ypvgov e corr. A* 38,16 post ef 
reliquum lineae spatium vacuum in A 38,17 év] dv tpiv A 38,19 diKxatns] 
Sixaleis A: -Uns e corr. Al 38,21 Kéxeivous] toltous Kdxeivous A recte 38,22 
A&Bns] A&Bois A 38,27 Liv] Liv, 6 TratAos pnoiv A: é—gnolv expunxit A? 
38 28 doixous] coiKous, Tous déoxevous A 38,31 onuaivoi] onpavor A 38,38 ovdév 

— Kolvdv] Koivov otdév A 

39 5 1dAEws] wNnTpoTéAcws A 39,5 tds érroikous in margine add. A* 39,6 
mdAeis] Tas TéAais A: tas erasit A*(A'?) 39,7 dpoquAous] Spotipous A 39,9 
cia’ P Al e corr.: eite A 39,10 aoftiav PA? supra versum] ypagiv A quod 
expunxit A? 39,13 tév voue eeixvus dpilopéveov] Ud Té&v vopov dpilopEvoov 
éSeixvus A: TO&v vdyoo épilopeveov edeikvus S recte 

40,4 thy wéA] Thy avtol 1éAv: post Thy in spatio 5 litterarum lineam 
habet S 40,5 tmip€ev] trfjpfe A 40,12 atvtovs iSeiv] AoBeiv A 40,18 trapo- 
Aitrévtas] TrévTa TrapaAiTrévtas A recte 40,26/27 pév Téyrreiv] pév om. A sed 
post wéurretv supra versum add. A? 40,27 8 ov&év] & atTds otidév A 

AL 1 Tos edNPeoTEpoUS THv igpéwov] THV i. ToUsed. A 41,6 drréyetan] &rréxovtor A 
41,7 ids] Ss A 41,7 oxéyou] attd oxéyor A 41,7 Tov Xpiotév0m. A 41,8 
Tas] Was ettioxotros A 41,8 ot SeotréTNs Kai OM. A 41,0 éyxepitns] -leis A: -Cns 
ecorr. A! 41,12 dvtwv] évSov A fortasse recte 41,12 thy oikiav avtois] auto 
ahv oixkiav A 41,14 Kai ydp] Kol yap coi A 41,15/10 6 voyos UpSs] Yas o 
vopos A 41,16 Gupdév] mrpoftpwv A 41,17/18 touTO pvév iva pans] i. uaOns T. 
pév A recte 41,23 post Saveilovres 50,1 vai — 7 ToAyn- A (50,4 tos] tous 
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tav A 50,7 wap&] cal trap& A): 50,1 voi—yéés quae versum unum con- 
stituunt erasit, 50,2 xai mpdnv— 7 ToAUn- expunxit A? 41,23 otte] hic incipit 
manus A” 

42,2 Bouropévois] -vous A? 42,12 GOAa] GAA A? 42,13 unyaveopévois] -vn- 
capevois A? 

43,1 Sexwev] om. A? 43,7 &BdAn] &PadAAn A” 43,9 trepiBargobon] trepi- 
Borrtotar AP 43,12 ottadv PA”: attadv e corr. A°?? 43,20 tpdooovtes] tpdt- 
tovtes A> 

44,3 eiAaBoupévous] etAaBoupéveov A” 44,13 dvOpedtrous] ToUs dvOpdtrous A” 
44,18 6e6v] xypiotév A? 44,19 Trapd avOpcotro1s] Trap’ a&vOpdtrois A” 44,20 épdd- 
ov] todo A” 

45,3 1pa&yua] mp&yua gnoiv A” 45,12 undév] unSéva A” fortasserecte 45,19 
ou TI] o¥ Tor A? 45,20 ofov P A” ecorr.: of A® 

46,2 Séovtar P A™ e corr.: -ovta A” 46,6 4 Bias eno] pnolv # Bias A” 
46,14 70is om. A” 46,14 tropévovtas] trropeivavtas A® 46,15 dpetiis] tiis&. A” 

47,0 toUto] tour’ atté A” 47,7 xeoSduns Uyteis] KepSdvois oxotreis A” 47,8 
érravtion] dravTijca A” 47,13 dvopévns] avauetvns A 47,14/15 éveyupidloov] 
éveyupdloov A” fortasse recte 

48,18 attév] xeivov A 48, 19 tpeoPUtas] TpecBUTas Kal vooouvtas A” fortasse 

B a 
recte 48,28 &&:dév trpovoias] mroovoias &Eidsv A? 

49,6 paAAov om. A” 49,10 tpobelEns] mpoSelEois A> fortasse recte 49,11 
é€e1s] EEois A 49,14 af803] aiSd> A” 

50,4 toiovtev] tév t. A® 50,7 tape] cal map& A” 50,7 todyn-] hic 
desinit manus A”: textus pergit in fol. g6* | 

50,7 -8eioas]hic incipit denuo manus A 50,9 téte — II éBeBouwbn in spatio 
ab A vacuo relicto inseruit At 50,11 éBeBoiw6n PA! e corr.: éaB- A 
50,11 tis — 13/14 trepvix&v In spatio ab A vacuo relicto inseruit Al 50,12 
avdevtia] ovdevteia A 50,15 ot8é] 008’ A 50,15 of tWpavvoi] dotrep of TW- 
pavvor A 

51,8 toiottov] toiotov dAAov A 51,9 6] Arecte 51,1264 supra versum 
add. A? 51,13 tAeious] mAeious ofuor A 51,16 ypuodv] tov yp. A 

92,1 tois| Kai tois A 52,3 tous taptnKdtas eAevOépes] 2A. T. tu. A 52,5 
voyor] Adyot A 52,6 trpdoxoua A 52,166] &ye A 52,17 a0T0Us ono] onoiv 
attols A 52,21 éuueivon vépois] v.2. A 52,22 xepScvns SBoAoUs] SBoAOUS KEOSdvNs 
A: supra 6. litteram B, supra x. litteram a posuit A? (A!?) 

53,8 Xpiotév] X. adtév A 53,12 Unuioi] Gnu, A 53,18 xal TIpSs] Kal TO 
tpds A 53,21 xnpdv P Ale corr.: yeipadv A 

54,3 To0ta] tat’ A 54,11 évrideis] avrtois évrieis A 54,15 ypiqous] ypuqous 
A 54,17 tivos evvoias in margine add. A! 54,21 épéoiv] dpa A 54,26 
exets] EAaxes A 54,28 emi tis TapaTd€ews in margine add. A? (A*?) 

55,2 patAws—tywov inrasura A! 55,5 atrév] atrév A recte 55,5 s€ouctav 
inrasura A! 55,8 wpa] pips} Kal wapdderypa Troi tis dpyiis A: verba xai—dpyiis 
expunxit A? 55,10 tis] tis A 55,14 715] tis A 55,16 &troaAdvan] &troAAtvan 
A 35,17 76 "| 10 (8) A 55,18 tH om. A 
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56,2 ti — 3 trovnpés om. A in fine paginae homoeoteleuti causa 56,4 
icota PA? supra versum: étioxotrov A quod vocabulum expunxit A? 56,13 
gautois] attois A 56,17 tocottov}| -cotto A 56,22 715] tis A 56,23 xepS&var] 
Kepdavor A 

57,47ou om. A 57,7 zporto] tus éporto A 57,11 Upiv P At: fuiv A 

58,6 éxBdAAovaiv] éxBdAAovo: A 58,7 a&yeiv] &yayeiv A fortasse recte 

59,1 &dixeis] ovK d&Sixeis A (fortasse A*: otv &8ixeig A?) 59,1/2 Bodson kal Te 
Tp&ypata] péya Boddo1 Kai atta Ta Trodypata A 59,17 cogoi] textus pergit in 
fol. 87" 59,21 émitpéyns] emtpéyers A 59,22 émogaacis] émogaacis ai étrivoion 
auTév A: vocabula oi—ovtév expunxit A? 

60,2 citys] eitrois A 60,3 eis péoov Eveyxdvta] éveyKdvta eis peoov A: supra évey. 
litteram B, supra eis yp. litteram a posuit A? 60,8 t—éphv add. A* (A??) 
60,8 5 om. A* (A!?) 

1 1 tos — 4 cwopoveiv] hoc fragmentum manus A‘ praebet in fol.87" 1,1/2 
Avouc! vdyous] vopous AUouo: AS 1,4 treloeie] trofcere AS 


Il 


1. Folio 99 of Parisinus Gr. 1276, the highest numbered of the Discourse, 1S 
followed by a binio (fols. 100—103). Only fols. 100-101" of this binio are 
covered with writing by a hand similar to A and contemporary with it (see 
fig. 11).20 They contain a curious fragment, starting in the middle of a sentence. 

20 According to Professor Irigoin (see note 8 supra), the watermark of fols. 100-103 is a battle-axe 


= Briquet no. 7505 (date: 1378). Similar watermarks are attested from 1354 on, cf. MoSin-Traljié, 
Vodeni znakovi..., no. 4701 ff. 


Here is the text of the Fragment: 
1 ... © pev yap oipd€etar Kal Borjoet, Kai Tpdos Tov Oedv peoTas SoKpUcoV 
dgrjoet povas, Kal kd&pwer pev Siknv KAoLoU TOV TPAXNAOV, TAKKOV 
St Kal oTroSov UTrootpmcel, Kai Tr&oav ofoe: TaAartTrwpiayv, iv’ EAenOi), 
Kal ouyyvopny émomdéonto, Kal Tis euduvns &TroAUOT. 6 Se Ged5 Ti TrPOS 
5 TAUTA ; ATOTTPEWO TO TIPOTWTOV NOU ATO cou Kai ovK cidakovoonal 


cou Kal Tx ToioUuTa épel. — Kal Trdbev SfjAov, prolv, as ois 6 Beds OUTO 
yoretraos a&treiAci, TrAcove§iav EyKoAdsv ceireiAei ; — gE dv atrtous SiopGoupevos 


SidAve, nol, oTpayyadias Plaiwyv cuvadAaypatov Kai TadaV 
cuyypagiy &8ixov SidoTra: ti ToUTO KOAdv Bialov cuVaAAayua; 
10 détav Tous cobeveotépous étr’ aviv EAKoovev 7) TEGo1v pn BovAoyévous. 6 ToS 
TOAACIS Seivov ovSév, oS’ ABixla tis elvoar SoKei- & SE Geos Tos ToApavtTas 


TESTIMONIA: 


2/3 cf. Is. 58:5. 
5/6 cf. Is. 58:4 et Jer. 7:16; cf. Ps. 26(27):9;7. 
8/9 cf. Is. 58:6. 


VARIAE LECTIONES: 
II tis 


Fol. 100Vv 


Fol. 1o1f 
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15 


20 


25 


30 


35 


40 


EyOpous tyeitai, Kal &TrooTpEgElV aT’ AUTAV pn TO TPOGwTOV, Td 
ETTITETAPEVOV TOU Uicous SnAdv. Kal pv, STI Kai GuapTIGY aqeoiv aitoupévols 
Kal Trepi TOWTOU TrpooTTiTrTOVOIV AUTO Kai SSupoVEvoIs OU TrpoceXElV Onoiv, 
é€ dv emyayev eSer€e- petaBarovtas yap av Tous TpdTrous Kai TO Trovnpdov 
piyavtas Kepdos SeuTe, pnoi, kal SiarexyPdpev kai Tas &paptias Udy 
AguKave: 6 yap peTayvovuoty ég’ ofs TSiKykaow errnyysidato Saceiv, ToUTOU 
SHAds Eotiv ETL THs Trovnpias Eyouevous croc TEpdv. Tis OUV ETL KaTOAE{treTON 
TrpOMaals Tois TAPa TO Sikaiov Kai TOUS vouous xpTNUaTIlecbai PouAoHEVOIS, 
el TOV WEV YOTUATOV TOUTWV W@EAEIAV OUSEHIAV OUSEOIY EoTIV EUpEIV OUSALOU, 
of 8’ dtwdciav &TdoAAUVTAL || Thy éoyathy, ef ut) TOUT’ aT, TO KaKéds 
Troieiv &vOpeatrous, SpeAos Kai KEpdSos TyyouvTar ; 6 poveov elvar gainv dv Tdv 
d&vOpetroKTovesy Saidveov: ob yap dvOpetrivns KaKkias TouTé ye, Tpoika 
BovAcobar efvar trovnpdov, ei ut xpsias 7 NSoviis 7 orUNs yaely, f TIVOS GAAOU 
TOV EOS TOV Biov xpnoipoo elvar SoKoUVTV: ws av TOUTWV OUSEV EATTION 
Tis, OUSEV KwAUEL TAVTOOV EveKa CooppoVEIV. UTTEP OU Lo! SoKOUOIy oi TrAEOvEEiav 
TOAWOVTES TO UATAIOV TOU TIP&yUATOS Kai TOV cKoAOUBoUVTA PdvaToV Ut) &v 
elddotes ToAUav, UNS’ oUTas ExdvTes TpEXElV eT TO Bapabpov, GAAG TH yév 
GUEAETHTWS TOV TOIOUTOV EXELV TO TKY GyvoEiv, TO 8’ dyvoeiv aitiov avtois 
elval THs TOAUNS. TaUT’ OUV Upiv pEepWarT’ av Tis Sikaiws, & BouAt, Tois Tdv 
KOLVOOV ETTILEANTAIS, Os E5e1 TAUTA Kal OKEWaLEVOUS AUTOUS aKpIBdds ciSévan, 
Kal T&v GAAwy SiSdoKelv Tous ayvoouvtas, otrovdSiv eiocyovtas Uirép Tou 
TPKYLATOS, Sony ci TO TK E5e1 Telyos AvAOTH OAL KATATTEGOY, 7 Tl TOV KOLVOYV 
eTravopSaoai Kai & TreplopbEvtTa peycAous olce KivVSUVvOUS TH TrOAEL: Upeis Se 
KaGevSouoiv EoikaTte, Kal Kabctrep Exetvor Tois dveipacivy a&oYoAoUEVo! TOHV 
GANGGs ETrIKEILEVOOV Viv KaKddv oUK aiobdveoGe, Kai & Tois KaTOpPoUGIY OUSéV 
7) WIKOOV S@EAOS EXE, Trepl TOUTWY Eviote BouAEUdUEVOI THV KaIpieV KaTO- 
ppoveite. Kav Ev TIS ANPOT OVANOas iSimTHv 7 XOTWAaTA dAlya Tdv Sqnyooiwy, 
evOus Serva troieite, Bo&te, kaTaynpileobe, Tr&cav Sikny EAaTTO THv &Siknud- 
Tov tyyciobe Kai AoiSopeiobe WEAAOVTA TrpdOs Tas Sikas TOV Tis TrOAEwWS EPLO- 
OTT: Tous 5 KaKiot’ || d&rroAOUUEVOUS, Ov Epya Ta KaTacydévtTa Seiwa Thy 
TOAIV, 51’ Ov WHoav ciceveyKovtes GSikiav Tov Ged EEEBadrov, ovS’ HyeioGE T1 
Seivov eis Tuas Troieiv, ovd’ opeiAeiv ovdepiav Sixnv ; ovS’ ei treiPoi weTaBdAAciv 
TOV TOOTTOY, f) TAVELV AUTOUS xpT) Kal Thy PAdya oBevwelv, Adyou Tivds &E1ov 


12 cf. Deut. 31:17;18; 32:20 ef al.; cf. testim. ad 5/6. 
16/17 cf. Is. 1:17—-18. 
21 cf. Deut. 4:26; 8:19; 30:18: cf. Ju. 6:4. 


25 éAtrice tis 

33 Ati 

39 Kataynolzexo8a1 cod.: -e e Corr. 
40 iyytiofe cod.: -e e corr. 

42 Bd10v 

42 ti 

43 woeirew e corr.! 

44 oPevueiv 
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Upiv Evouiobn, GAAG K&V TIS UNdSv PETAEU TOLOUTAV LVNOOA, Kal ds Sei KaGaiperv 
THV voooy tf) TavTa ciT@AECEV, OS TI UdTAIOV Kai TrAPEAKOV ToIS d&vayKaiols 
ETelodcyov emiTIWaTAl. TAUTA vouv éxdévTwV; TauTa bedv ciSO0TV; TAUTA 
BouAopéveov ocolecbar ; Kai tives &v FTE ef BaoiAci OUVITE UN TILAVTI TAVTAXOU 
TO Sikaiov: ov TrOAAGKIS Uiv EtteTiunoe THs ClooTIT|s, OT! KAAOVTOV TrevnToV 
Kal Biav 65upopéveov, oUTE ErrmAdeTe Tois Biaiois UuEIs OUTE TIPOONYyyElAaTE TH 
TX TOIOUTA KwAVELV Kai BoUAOHEVeD Kal Suvapeven.; oU Trd&o1v éxéAcuce Siopou- 
offal Tv Ut) KAAgHs TreTIPAYHEVOV EkaoToOV ols a EvTUyoL; Tis 5E 6 VOUS THV 
dpkov, Kai Ti TouT’ éotl TO GUUMEPOYV, UTED OU TravTa Kal Spdoelv Kai épeiv 
OupoKare ; 7} vopileTé TI WXAAOV OUVOiCElV TWiV TOU BEeoU ErrelSav TAews 4, 7 
ti BA&Bos goecbar veilov Stav éexrroAcunOi]; poBepov TO EuTreceiv eis 
xeipas Geou Ca&vtos: GAA’ ei Ut TIPOTEpOV, VUV youv Udy auUTdV yéveobe 
Kai Aoyicacbe Ti yév 6 Beds 6 Ta Sikala vopobeTdv, Ti SE 6 Trovnpds Saipwv 6 
TreiQcov TrApaVOLEIV: Kal dos 6 UNV TOV cyabdyv aravToyv, ou Thy Thy WwuXTV 
KOGLOUVTMV dvov, GAAG Kal Tv Eis CHUA MPEPOVTWV TOV TIPOOKAIPwV TOUTAY 
Udvos &v yopnyds, Kai ot Siagbeiperv & Sé5wKxev—ou yap eixos gov ToIs 
éoyors ém || BouAevev atrTOv Tois avTOU—dAAG o~letv BouAduEvos Tui Kai 
Xerwata Kai c@paTa Kal a&pxas Kal Tiyds, Ta Sikoua KeAcVer Troicivy O BE 
Trovnpds, xenotov ovsEveis Tuds oUSetrootrote cipyaopevos —ouTe yap BoUAETal, 
TOAELIOS Gv eEapyiis, oT’ av ESuvHOn BouAnfels, KUpios Gv ovbevos, Ott 
SoUAds got1, Kal oTos Sparretns —6 SE Kail Tv SvTwv Trapa feou PacKaiveov 
Upiv, iva yunvacn, tiv &dikiav ciocyel, Gs TaVTA cTrOAAUVOL TAVTOOV UaAIOTO 
Suvapévnv. Kai toivuy mpd ttovev A8AIMTATA TavT@V, UITO TOU TrovnpoU 
touTou SeSatravnuévor Onpiou: ov yap Eotiv of UGAAOV EioekayacEv, oVd’ 
Zotiv eitreiv ots yeIpov SiéOnKe. TaUTA EvOundevtes, Kal ds ei UT TAXEWS TOUTO 
TravTayobev é€éAorte, THO EupwAcvov Kai AupaivopEvov, OUSEV KOOAVEL TAVTO 
olyeoGan, Kai pnSév elvou Aorrov Trepi Ov PouAevacobe, eis Epyou Sn xopeite 
Kai pt) péAAeTe> cos OW TaUTOVv éoTI, KaKOv Gel Trpolov ONEPOV Kal AUpIOV 
ETO >XEIV. 


At the beginning of the Fragment the author quotes the scriptures, and objects 
to forcing weaker people (tots d&ofeveotépous) to sell and buy against their will. 
Yet some men ‘the chief adversaries) refuse to give up their ill-gotten gains; 
they conduct business against the precepts of Justice and Law <by forcing 
the weaker ones to buy and sell). But money (xpnué&tov) obtained in such a way 


55/50 cf. Heb. 10:31. 


45 Upiv supra versum 

46 porroa cod.: pertaiov e corr. 
52 tls 

53 SpKeov 

54 Ouepdxoxe cod.: -te € Corr. 
54 émetd dv 

63 oS Tratrote 

66 &rroAAtven 

72 WeAETE 
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brings no advantage to anyone, only utter damnation to the adversaries. The 
author refers to these people as “daring to commit acts of greed (mAcovefia).’’ He 
then addresses the Council (Bova), also called Supervisors of Community 
(State?) Affairs (té&v Koivév émpeAntais). They should attend to the matter at 
hand since it is one of utmost gravity. Instead, they neglect it and concentrate 
on problems which are trifling by comparison, such as thefts and petty em- 
bezzlements. When it comes to these secondary matters, the Supervisors 
upbraid the Governor of the City (méAews &puootv) for his procrastination, but 
they stand idly by and watch the sinister activities of the chief adversaries go 
unpunished. It is they who have reduced the city to its present deplorable state 
by introducing injustice and banishing God. If someone draws the Supervisors’ 
attention to this highly unhealthy situation, they deem his remarks unimportant. 
This is insane and suicidal behavior. One imagines how <much worse) the 
Supervisors would behave, if the Emperor were not a lover of Justice! He has 
often taken the Supervisors to task, for they have refused to prosecute the 
offenders (Biaiois = chief adversaries) and failed to notify him of the offenders’ 
misdeeds, while poor people lamented the violence inflicted upon them; he was 
willing and able to prevent this violence. He even enjoined everybody to 
eliminate all irregularities. The Supervisors also took an oath (&pxev and 
Ouapoxarte) to work for the benefit (oupgépov) (of the community as a whole). The 
author exhorts them to come to their senses and choose between God and the 
Devil: God wishes to preserve spiritual and material values—which include 
the <Supervisors’ own) offices; the Devil, to bring about utter destruction by 
introducing injustice. If the present state of affairs is hopeless, it is because 
of the Devil, who preys upon the author’s compatriots more than upon any- 
body else. In view of this, the Supervisors should act without delay. Otherwise 
a general collapse may ensue and they will be left with nothing about which 
to deliberate. The evil is increasing every day; tomorrow may be too late. 


2. It is risky to make a positive statement about a truncated Byzantine 
speech. The risk is doubled when the fragment is a peroration, containing only 
imprecise allusions to the preceding subject matter of the speech. I shall, how- 
ever, assume that the /vagment is unpublished. I shall also suggest that, before 
finding their way into Parisinus Gr. 1276, the Fragment and the Discourse may 
have been among Cabasilas’ papers, and that the Fragment may have been 
composed by him. The first of these suggestions is prompted by the draft 
character of the Discourse and by the proximity of the Fragment to the Dis- 
course in Partsinus Gr. 1276; the second by similarities in thought, form, and 
language between the two texts. 

We find in both the F(vagment) and the D(iscourse), a final exhortation to 
take the side of God rather than that of the Devil, who is incapable of any 
good action (F 56/58; 62/65: D 59; cf. 59,19/20); the thought that the 
adversaries’ actions are unprofitable in addition to being morally wrong (F 
18/21: D 23) and that they lead the adversaries to damnation (F 21: D 29,1); 
the idea that nobody would do evil without hoping to obtain some ad- 


200 IHOR SEVCENKO 


vantage thereby (F 23/25: D 23,15/18); the mock assumption that the 
adversaries act out of ignorance (F 26/30: D 1,2; 7); and the accusation 
that they “banish God’’ (F 42: D 30,6/9; cf. 21,25). Once in the Fragment 
(6/7) the author adduces the adversary’s objection, recognizable by the gnoiv 
embedded in it. This device, which must have been used throughout the 
missing parts of the text, is also adopted in the Discourse and in Cabasilas’ 
treatise Against Usurers. 

Finally, in both phrasing and vocabulary the number of similarities shown 
by the Fragment and Cabasilas’ treatises goes beyond what, in my opinion, 
one would expect from juxtaposing texts belonging to the same genre but 
written by different authors. The victims of the adversaries are called do@eve- 
ottpous (F ro and D 51,4); they are given to lamenting: Piav d8upopévev (F 
50), cf. Bodvtas Kai dSupopévous (D 38,32/33). The adversaries are Aeove€iav 
toApavtes (F 26/27) and mAcovéxtas (D 28,3; cf. 49,3) respectively; also, Piaiors 
(F 50) and fioos (D 21,30); their criminal exactions are described as 
xpnvotilesbar (F I9) or xpnuatilouevos (D 52,12). The expression viv kai (A) 
mpaoiv occurs in both texts (F 10: D 34,26); so does pr BouAopévous ‘against 
the will’ (F 10: D 38,18; 46,18; cf. 41,24); 1d tovnpdv piyavtas KépSos “having 
abandoned the ill-gotten gains’ (F 15/16) is paralleled by Grav xépSos ... av 
Zooiwas in Discourse, 52,13 (cf. 31,7) and by fiweis tots tékous in Against 
Usurers, Migne, PG, CL, 749B. For tap 16 Sixoiov Kai tovs voyous (F 19), 
compare 14 vdye Kai 16 Sixaleo (D 47,3) and té& Sixcua Kal tous vopous (D 25,9) ; 
for tpéyeiv eri 16 B&pabpov (F 28), compare (nteis Bépabpov (Migne, PG, CL, 733A) 
and &&101 ... Bapd&bpwv (D 33,9); for the expression teixos avaotijoo ... 7 étra- 
vopidca (F 33/34), compare teiyadv d&vopSaoeis (D 20,19) and teiyos ... dvop@ov- 
uevov (D 21,15). The thought that the adversaries ‘banished God,’ tov dv 
g€{Badov (F 42), occurs twice in the Discourse: in the First Version, where the 
phrase is auqioPntetv Te Oe, USAAOV BE ... T&V payee ePdAAEIV (30,6/7), and 
in the Second, where it reads tov Oedv ... &PdAAers (21,25). Stress is laid in both 
the Fragment and the Discourse ond cupgépov (F 53: D 47,4). The adversaries 
have taken (and broken) an oath: dpopdxate (same form in F 54 and in D 38,7; 
cf. 39,17). 

3. The Fragment may deal with pressures brought to bear by large land- 
owners upon smaller ones, a process watched by conniving or powerless central 
authorities, or it may be concerned with other issues. In any case, both the 
Fragment and the Discourse deal with social tension in late Byzantium. Both 
may even refer to the same situation and take up the defense of monasteries. 
True, in the Fragment there is not a single explicit reference to attacks on 
monastic property or to simoniac ordinations, only to the “‘poor”’ (mévntes) and 
the “weaker’’ (408evéotepo1). But if only 49 and 51 of the Discourse had been pre- 
served, we would have no means of identifying the ‘‘poor’’ and the “weaker”’ 
of these paragraphs as monks.”! The feeling of impending doom is not ex- 


21 Fragment, 38/43 implies that the misfortune befalling the “‘poor’’ and the ‘“‘weaker’’ is of 
more importance than the injustice suffered by a mere iS1@tns. Is it not so because the “‘poor’’ are 
people of some consequence, or of a status different from that of the {S1éTa1 ? The author of the Frag- 
ment may include himself among the persecuted ‘‘poor.”’ Cf. has of line 43. 


oe 


ClvpaSevim — 
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Parisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 65%: Hands A and A2 
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2. Parisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 66", top: Hands A and A? 
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3. Parnisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 75%, bottom: Hands A and A? 
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4. Parisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 76°: Hands A and A? 
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5. Parisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 78", bottom: Hands A and A? 
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6. Parisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 82”, bottom: Hand A 
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7. Parisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 88°: Hand A 


16 


Vite i fel- gb. 
guieme- Ali Kaiweksiplev ei ranKed yee igab gepeinesy 
Oi norerb.3 ‘ants’ Taw Pes Ciyves Kar Yoo Te rye Ke 
AuKrqup WXrywOs Liwesy Lf Kerenmes er (owcrla me 

sab 2 Meno Taber Mdghr eplapescr, Kei, 

tne (on Oe Yun fers ke “eae Sule, : octiews Ler ige't, ws os 
as repel front Kou Te ypemsy Vrbw i Ky - 


8. Parisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 967, top: Hand A 
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9. Parnisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 86%, bottom: Hand A? 
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10. Parisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 72%, bottom: Hands A and A? 
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11. Parisinus Gr. 1276, fol. 100°: Hand of the Fragment 
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12. Istanbul, Library of the Patriarchate. Panaghias 157, fol. 294, top 
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13. Istanbul, Library of the Patriarchate. Panaghias 157, fol. 295°, top 
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14. Meteora. Barlaam Monastery 202, fol. 49, top 


AUTHOR’S DRAFT OF CABASILAS’ DISCOURSE = _ 201 


ceptional for the period to which I would assign the Fragment. In the mid- 
fourteenth century, it is shared by Alexius Macrembolites*? and the Patriarch 
Philotheus.*2 One might even toy with the idea that the Fragment is the final 
part of a discarded variant of the Discourse. But it may be safer to abandon 
this notion. In any case I do not find sufficient clues for a coherent inter- 
pretation of the Fvagmeni. For the present, I shall merely describe it as the 
final part of a treatise, perhaps by Nicolas Cabasilas, in which we read of 
evildoers who force poor people to “sell and buy,”’ of high officials who acquiesce 
in these evil machinations while eagerly prosecuting petty criminals and 
prodding the Governor of the City to act quickly against them, of the just 
Emperor who upbraids the high officials for their passive attitude towards 
the main culprits and, finally, of well-intentioned people, including the 
author of the fragment, who unsuccessfully point out to the high officials the 
grave dangers of this situation. 


22 In the “Lament on the Collapse of St. Sophia’ (date: 1346), Macrembolites awaits the Last 
Judgment: fuiv .... Tois thv dvéotrepov éxeivny ExSeyouevors huépav. Sabbaiticus Gr. 417, fol. 110V. 

*8 In a letter to the inhabitants of Heracleia (date: Spring of 1352), edd. C. Triantafillis-A. Grap- 
puto, Anecdota Graeca e codd. mss. Bibliothecae S. Marci (1874), esp. p. 43, Philotheus draws a depressing 
picture of the Empire, with ‘‘ten or twenty cities or strongholds”’ still remaining: 611 8 wéAe1s Kal 
ppoupia Seka 7] eixooi UTeAcipOnoav oplopeva péyp1 TOU viv, TroAIopKoUEva Kal dds eltreiv puxopApayoUvTa 
Kabnpepav, ccreideis TH TOU Geol SixoioKpicia...; the end of the world is drawing near: Kat’ dAiyov yap 
UTropptet Kal pOcipetai oyeSov GAov .... Kal ovdels dv dupiBdAor Ta&v Ta Oia TreTraISeupéveov Thy KaOdAoU 
OuVTEAEIaY Ett OUpats eIvat .... 


